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. Cross-Age <;;orin and School Store, two éour;es offered to 8th and 9th .

. -grade students are evaluated.  Fach course cbmbined c] Sstgom learning and . - i:
application-of specific skills outside the classroom:. Ytudents in Cross- P

. Age- Tutoring were’taught tutoring and communication skills and spent four
days per week tutoring at nearby elementary, schools. StudentsAn School -

Store were taught business and interpersonal skills and operated an on- -
campus store. . . '

TheSe courses are examples of the "Alternatives" or "Service Oppor-
tunitles" approaches to substance gbuse prevention. The general goals of .
th rses were to foster positive attitudes and behavigrs regarding ‘sel'f,
C peers, and school. These changes were expected to reduce, in subsequent N
years, student' acceptance and use of psychoactive substances. ) o

e

; ! Students who- vdJunteered to enéb]] in either Cross-Age Tutoring or
School Store were paied-on the basis of the course they selected, grade. point

average, grade level sex. One student from each pajy/.was randomly

assigned to either experimental or controi conditions. he experimental - ~

students.participated in the course they had selected. The control students

participated in other elective churses. :

?

?rocess data included a) a survey of participants at the end of the e,
course, b) observation of selected course sessions and practica, and -
~ c) interviews with the teachers and some students from each course. Both .o

courses- (including practipa) were well received by the students.

¥ “  Pre- and posttests were administered to all students. Grade point . ¢

-

average, discipline, and attendance data were gathered from school records..

C . Analyses of covariance conducted on the student data did not-reveal a
coherent pattern of treatment effects.. Tne lack of treatment,effects was
attributed to a possible failure of the.courses a) to require sustained
effort for mastery of goals, and b) to stimulate adequate commitment among,
the participating students. : Y.
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‘ a INTRODUCTLON .

’ . c“
N i . ' 7 ‘ - ;\"/ {
Alternatives is a conceptual model for the design of substance abuse
. : ;

~ prevention programs. ~.Unf'ulf‘i]]ed needs in ‘the target population are identified,

and non-drug means for fulfilling these needs are created. ?Thé ﬁodeﬂ stipﬁ-

. lates that Alternatives are'voluntany, pleasurable, invo]vingiand active, that

s

they must stimulate commitment, and that they should, be incompatible with in-

toxication" (Scbaps,an@'S]ﬁﬁmon, Note 1).: “The model- assumes that when indi-

{ ' -~
viduals possess the knowledge, motivation, and skills to lead activg‘and
meaningfuﬁ"lives, tpe attractiveness of péychoactive substance use is greatly

rqduced.' A recent Sungeon General's report (Note 2)'recommended the adoption

-~

of a model similar to Altefhativés as a means of pﬁomoting health: - | -

» N Our society needs to find more socia}ly constructive
outlets for the interests and emergies of children and
adolescents. Whil® urbanization and farm. mechanization
have moved rapidly, alternative activities for the work
once required have not beenradequately developed. Chal-
lenging work for young people is important for more -than. .o
econpmic reasons; it helps build self-respect and a better
outlook for the “future (pg. 128).

4

‘ Alternatives-programs are.designed to 5rov1de pafticipéﬁts boih short-
term gratiffcation and long-term satischtion. They .can 1nc{yde a variet& of
experiences: a) physical (e.g., 6Qhﬁetics); b) sen$ory.(e.g.,.massage),

c) emotioq?1 (e.g.; psycho-dﬁama);_dg interpersonal (plg;,:séhool clubs), * .
e) mentqleintéglectuaj (e.q., chessj, f) creativéraestheticw(e.g.;—crafts),( ’

g) experiential (e.g., .biofeedback training) - h) stylistic (e.q., anti-drug
1

v

o programs), 1) social-political (e.qg., tutoring), j) philosophical (e.q.,

" values clarificaiion), and k) spiritual-mystical (e.q., meditation) (Cohen,

\

Note 3). ¥ -0

»
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‘compete with drug use.

[} * . - s
.

Some activities'that'bave been proposed as Alternatives are compatible
with drug or a]conol use. (e. § , ath]etics), and thus do not fit the require-

ments of the model. Other activities which meet the.model's requ1r°ments
¥
emphas1ze a]terat*on of conciousness through ndb drug means (e g., b1ofeedback)
~

We question whether these latter experiences requ1re suffic1ent involvemerit,

-and whether the "natural highs“:they are/expécted to induce fan successfully

Ne be]ieve that the scope-of activities suggested by:

Fhe A]ternatives mode] 1s too broad In add1tion to those’ character1st1cs

Ay

spec1f1ed above, the most prom1sing a]ternat1ves to substance abusg shou]d

o
a) provide goals that require susta1ned effort for mastery;

b) provide opportunit1es to ach1re practica] skills which can be used
« throughout 1ife; and . .

c) provide valued service to others (Schaps and Slimmon, Note n.

D Ne have labelled such a]ternatives«Seerce Opportun1ties Partic1pat1on

in a Serv1ce Opportun1ty 1s hypothes1zed to 1eaq direct]y to 1mproved self-

concept and 1nterna11zed ]ocus of contro] Furtbermore, a Serv1ce Oppor-

tunity conducted in a schoo] setting should lead to more pos1t1ve att1tudes
toward schoo], fewer d1sc1p11ne problems fand 1mproved schoo] aitendance In

subsequent years, we exbect theset'changes to reducﬁ both acceptance and use of‘

)

psychoactive substances

L

Twe school based Serv1ce Opportunity programs are eva]u ted inthe pres- N

ent study A Junior high schbo] was ,identified whose adm1n1strat1on and stgff N
§

wi.hed to part1c1pate in the s study. Resources and constraints existing within

the schoo] and the surrounding commun1ty were 1nvest1gatéd " We deve]oped two

Service Opportunity courses and offered them to students as e]ect1ves Cross-

=4

Age Tutoring and S ool Store. Each course combined c]assroom 1earning and -

’




app]ication of*spécific skills. Students in Cross~Age Tutoring were taught

tutoring and commun1cat1on sk111s and spent four days each week tutoring at-
nearby e]ementary schools. i Students 1n School Store were taught business and . "

interpersona' ski]]s and operated an on- campus school store (wh1ch d1d~not

' i'a

. exist prior to the course). ’ ) . . * ot
Cross Age Tutor1ng is a wideTy used schoo] -based groaram that benef1ts i _
.. 1 - -t

the tutors, the,students who are. tutored and the c]assrobnrtepchgrs A :

-recent survey of tutoring projects 1nd1cated that in only a small percentage

(10%) of ongo1ng prOJects was the tutor the focus of the program s benef1ts *

-

. (F1tz -G{bbon, Note 4). The coordinators from these projects cited the follow-

ing program benefits for thE'tutors 1ncreased cogn1t1ve 1earn1hg, 1mproved P
f. 3
attendance and 1mproved attitydes tnwa ~d. se]f peers teachers, and schoo]

Several summaries of the research 11terature on cross-age tutor1ng are
available (Schaps and Slimmon, Note 1; Anania rEaston and Sugarman Note 53 .

Fltv-G1bbon, Note 6). These summaries 1nc1ude 20 studTes that evaluated the

effects on -tutors of cross age tutor1ng programs. .Ten “of 15 studies that

measured achievement 1n the subject that was tutored found p9s1tive effects on St

Y
-

this variable. Four of ten stud1es that medgured self-concept obtairmed

positive effects, and two of four studies that measured attitudes toward school - .

found positive_effects. Thus, empfrical evidéhce exists for both cognftive and -~

affective benefits of Cross-Age Tutoring. Y

’

In the present study we hypothesized positive effectc for participation

]

in Cross -Age Tutoring on social and academ1c self- esteem, attitudes toward teachers
and*schoo], schoo] attendance\ lacus of control, and discipline prob]ems Data
were collected on a number of other. var1ables prlmarily drug-related, in -order

Ce

to assess other possible effects of the course.! ‘,




School- Store was developed as’a Service 0pportunity for severaT reasons.

)

. A schoo]~administrator strong]y supported the concept and.’ student 1hterest

was great. Ihe course~fu]f111ed tbe prerequ1sites of a Seryice. 0pportun1ty

t

< .

and could attract students,wha might not be 1nterested otherwise.

N

',. We were unable to find eva]uations of. prOgrams simi]ar to Schoo] Store.

on socia] se]f—esteem, attit

schoo] attendagce and disc1

: Narjables in order to assess

The present study wi]]

-~

In the present study, wé expected to find positivefeffects of“partqctpat1on

udes toward schoo] and peers .locus of contro]
p]ine problems, Data were co]]ected on other
Bther possib]e effects. e 3

be contlnued for an additiona] year : ' 4

) . . []
~ » r
’

)

1Vo]unteers for partici
whereas, primari]y fema]es v

’

N

unteered fOr Cross-Age Tutorinq

Eation in Schoo] Stdre were predom1nant1y ma]p, '

\
\ A\
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' teered to participate were, matched ard then random]y assigned to their pre-

Ve
U' .
v
L. T
. o OutcomMe MeTHOD .
, . ' 0\ . , .
Assignméht of Students to Condition: < ‘ . ) . §
Eighth and ninth grade students from a predominate1y white, midd1e- . -

c1ass, suburban p0b1ic junior high schoo] participated “in this study. The
fo11owing procedures were emp]oyed in assigning the students to condition L 1

. a) The: two courses Cross-Age Tutoring and Schoo1 'Store, were . ~
describad to all students in the appropriate grade ieveis during
e the spring prior to the study. : .

b)’ Students weire considered.eligible for a course if ‘they selected .
the course as their most preferred.elective and obtained .
written parental permission'2 . 5
' .¢) Eligible students were matched into pairs on_the basis ef course P
/ selection (Cross-Age Tutoring or School Store), grade 1eve1, sex, r
' and grade point average for the prior semester' .
(

* .

. d) One student from each pair was randonﬂy assigned to the experi- .
mental’condition and the other to the control condition.3 Lo .

-

-

J
Students in the'experimentai condition were ‘enrolled in,their qreferred
e1ective, Cross-Age Tutoring or School Store Students.in the control condi-

tion were enro]]ed.in other e1ectjve courses. - - - *7 e
3 '\ . ’ -
In sum, an e&perimenta] design was employed in whichkstudents wha. vo]un-

ferred course ortoa control condition The assignment procedures maximized
s .

, the like]ihood of equiva]ence between: experimenta1 and contr01 condition< p

~ -\

for each separate course, but not between the courses. : -7
I L A,

2Students who also <e1ected band or foreign 1anguage as an elective were

" considered ineligible for the study due to the school's need to fill these
.. other courses. N

s 7 "% s
3Severa1 experimental students 'could not bBe scheduled into their selected

courses.? These students and their matched controls were drgpped from the

studx‘ ‘This deletion of subjects.did not appear to affect randomness .

“
TN *- )
. 4 I . A}




. Subjects L v o R \ Ty
' The initial. samp]e of students cross- -tabulated by course, grade, sex,-
and condition appears in Table 1. Tab]e ? shows the comﬁoS1tion/%f‘the \
Final sample.of students after attritfon‘is‘taken into aggount. The extent o
of attrition (21%) was'similar eénoss conditiqns. The'ethnic'cohposition'ot " .
the sample was a]so similar across. cond1t1onsQ;nd was predo: nant]y (93%) white.
The number of sanesters of Cross-Age Tutor1ng or School Store comp]eted "o -
by the final sample,of expennmente] students is shown'in Table 3. Of the 24

/. .
students ass1gned to Cross-Age Tutor1ng, S1x d1d not comp]ete a full semestgr,

ten completed one semester, and e1ght comp]eted two semesters Of the 22 -

N

3

students ass1gned to School Store, lecompleted one semester, and on]y one (:-
~ student completed two semesters.’ A
For both cou(ses most experlmenta] students were. enro]]ed dur1ng the
first semeS@!r of the sehool year.. For Cross-Age‘Tuton1ng, 20 of’ the 24" .
. students part1c1pated first semester,“and for School $tore, all 22 students

.- partidipated first semester.

Cross-Age Tutoring

e

This course was taught by a jacu]ty member from ‘the science department

]

"who a]so had a credent1aJ in remed1a] read1ng THe class met da1]y for L

7 .

one per1od dur?ng the f1rst twe]ve days of the semester to prov1de baékv

ground ard training to the tutors. The tra1n1ng covered ’ .

a) basic reading skills for elementary grades, _ L

.b) research on teach1ng and 1earn1ng;

= ¢) interpersonal skills and characteristics of a "good" tutor..

i' . . : > )

.
. .
[ ‘ . .
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~ N L. TasLel :
\ ' . INITIAL DISTRIBUTION GF STUDENTS
. ‘ B O . : 2 ' :
. 'Cr_'oss-Agé Tutoring .’ ) _ School Store- ]
N .r.xl grade %, . grade 8 .'grade 9 grade 9 l[grade’B grade 8- -grade 9 grade 9 lv
Condition\ male fema]et tmale female '\male female male female
- - - < . .‘; - — : '
Experimental 7 . 4. 12t 2 T 5 7 7 55
ST — |
Control ¢ .7 12 . 2 6 9 5 -7 7 55
Do ‘ N - , 5 T
A LY - 3 12 18- 10 1S PR [/
D d . ) a". l Q ‘ . ’
A Y , & °
A v .
1 ' 'o( . .
t
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~ ThBLE 2
FINAL DISTRIBUFION OF STUDENTS

L

v
Cross-Age Tutoring ) - School ‘Store

i ;rade 8 grade 8 grade ' grade 9 l grade 8 .grade 8 ‘grade 9 gr‘ade_§I
Condition , male female -male fénale ''male female ° male female

Experimental 6 ‘ Lo ) 4 5 .. 4

Control - o ‘ . . . >4
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TABLE 3 - Lo
NUMBER OF SEMESTERS OF TREATMENT COMPLETED BY FINAL™SAMPLE OF EXPERIME

NTAL STUDENTS
Number .of Cross-Age Tutoring .School Store

Semesters lgrade 8 grade' 8 grade 9 °grade 9' grade 8 grade 8 grade 9 grade Qj
" - Completed . males femaies males females. 'males flenra'les males females .
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After completing the initia1°training, students began traveT%ng under adult

= . supervision to one of two elementary schools, where they worked wfth indi-

"‘i}

‘vidual chi]dre;)or small groups of children for ane classroom period four

days each week. The average time spent tutoring was approxidﬁ%&lx\zg‘np-,
minutes per day. . : N

\
~

One day per week, the students met with their teacher on the junior high
campus to discuss their experiences. These sessions also included additional.
training in connunicatidr, problem-solving and reading skills. During these

sessions, students updated journals documenting thefr tutoring experiences.
Y : b

School Store

This course was a one-semester elective taught by a faculty member fron
the business educat1on department who had previous tra1n1ng in distributive
educat1on The class met one period da11y. ) .

The course was divided into three areas on the basis of related, job
functionsg ’

1) operations - salesperson, cashier, bookkeeper; ‘
2) merchandising - stock clerk, inventory c1erE buyer; and

:
3) sales promotion - advertising clerk, display person, store decorator.

Self-paced learning modules covered the>academ1c content relevant to each
Ty area.|
T&e school QRore did not exist prior to ‘this study. Hence, during the
'f1rst four weeks of the first semester the class prepared for the opening of

the store. The store was open three t1mes per day for brief per1ods totaling

about 80 minutes daily and was staffed by the students in the coursg. The
teacher. and a project staff member ‘supervised the store operation.

’

Q ! 13 '




The students were organiked into three teams corresponding to the
three areas of store operation. During class time, students individually
on in teams,completed the learning modules related to their area, or the}"
worked at their jobs. , Once a week the whole class discussed°the progress

. and-planning for the store. Once a month students changed teams to enable

/
them to ]Jearn all aspects of store operation.

Process Data

At the end of the first semester, experimental students comp]eted

.o course eva]uation forms. Struct/red ‘and open-ended quest1onna1re data were

-

obta1ned regard1ng participant satisfaction w1th the two* courses

’ A project staff member per1od1ca11y observed both classes (1nc]ud1ng

©

- / — v ———

pract1ca). In add1t1on, interviews were conductnd W1th the teachers and a-
smagl sample of students from each class. These observat1ons and interviews

have been summarized in two separate reports (Napa Project, Notes 7 and 8).

Self-Report Qutcome Data »

Pretest data were obtained from students with the Student Questionnaire, -

an instrument developed for this study. This instrument consisted of two

sect%ons. Part 1 contained 18 items selectéd from the Intellectual Achieve-

~

ment Respon51b1l1ty Quest1onna1re (Crandall, Katkovsky, & Crandall, 1965) based

upon publ1shed psychometr1c propert1es Th1s quest1onnaire measured the .o

— - - - ——— = ee———— tn e ————— - - — —

be11ef in one's own control over, and respons1b111ty for, 1ntel]ectual-academ1c

. - e o ———— . n e —— - ..

" successes and fa1]ures Part 2 conta1ned three sety of items: a) the o

“Four items referring to "parents" were adapted to read "an adult who
knows you" in order to conform to California Education Code. When paSS1ve
parental permission for student participation in-a research activity is ,
obtained, questions about family 1ife cannot be- asked.




Scholastic subscale from the Seconqary;Leve1 of the Self Appraisal Inventory
(14 items) (Instructicnal Objectives Exchange, Note 9), a criterion-referenced
maasure of academic self-esteem; b) the Authority and Control (10 items) and .
Interpersona] Re]ationships With Pupils (f2 items)(subsca1es from the
Secondary-Leve] of the School Sentiment Index (Instructional ObJect1ves
Excggnge, Note 10), a criterion-referenced measure of att1tudes toward schoo1
and c] a measure of perceived peer attitudes toward school deve]oped for th1s

' studyl by. adapting 11 1tens from eight instruments that measure att1tudes

toward school.

]

Pretest data were also obta1ned with the Self Observation Scales (Junior

H1gh Leve1 Fonn C) developed by Stenner and Katzenmeyer (Note 11). This

) nat1ona11y normed 1nsurumgnt had emp1r1ca11y determined scales which measure

the.wa§s students perceive themselves and their re1ationships to their peers,
their teacher, and their school. The questionnaire contained 72 statements
to which students responded "yes" or "no. " . ‘
Drug-related pretest data were collected using the DAS. This instrument
assessed for each of ten substances:’ the students' lifetime and -current
use,5 ‘their attitudes toward use, the1r intentions to use, their perceptions

of peers' att1tudes toward use, and the1r perceptions of the prevalence of

SThe substances were alcohol, c1garettes marijuana or hashish,

1nha1ants, barbiturates or tranquilizers, ampHetamines or st1mu1ants,
cocaine, PCP, LSD or psychedelics, and hero1n r phine. "Street"
names were provided for most substances.

SOperationalized as "during the last four weeks."
"Operationalized as "during the next year."

\
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peer use In add1t1on, the DAS contained measures of att1tudes towaru
drug re1ated behavior, drug know]edge and the.perce1ved benef1ts and costs
. 9f using three different substances: algohol, c1garettes, and "pﬂ'ls8 "
The f1na1 pretest measures employed in the data analysis for the present

study were derived from-a thedretical mode1 and empirical scaling ana]yses

Random samples of pretest data were selected from students in two Jun1or‘u}qh RN
schools in grades 7-9. Item means, variances, and intercorrelations were

found to be simi}ar across grade‘]eve1S°'thus, sca]ing procedures were applied

across graaes Item 1ntercorre1at1ons from the pretest data were subJected
tqqseparate multiple group confirmatory facter ana'Iyses.10 The resuﬂtant

pretest sca]es appear in_ Table 43 which lists the number of jtems contained

in each sca1e,'and their internal consistency reliabilities estifated by . :
coefficient alpha. The final séa]es included measures of locus of control

for success,‘1ocus of control for failure, academic se1f‘é‘teem, social se1f- ;/{‘
esteem, affective teaching c11mate attitudes toward schoo] and perceived

peer attitudes toward school. The drug-related scales 1hc1uded measurass of

drug attitudes; drug know]edge, perce1ved benefits and.costs of a1coho1 !

marijuana, and p111 use; attitudes toward soft" and "hard" drug use. 11 ‘

8Operatioria'lized as "pep pills, sleeping pills, uppers, downers, soapers "

. 9The details of the scaling procedures and results have been reported by
MBskowitz, Condon, Brewer, Schaps, and Malvin SNote 12) and by Moskowitz,
chaeffer, Condon, Schaps, and Malvin (Note 13

1%The matrices were computed using pa1r-W1se deletion of m1SS1ng values
- and communalities were inserted into their d1agona1 elements.

'1The "soft" substances included alcohol, cigarettes, and marijauna; the
"hard" substances 1nc1uded the other seven drugs

’
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' . *TaBLE U . .
C. " SELF-REPORTPSCALES, NUMBER OF ITEMS AND PRETEST . . ) ‘
) ‘INTERNAL CONSISTENCY RELIABILITIES (COEFFICIENT ALPHA) -« - .
. ) . ) ‘
., . ) - Numbere of . _
"~ Scale : . ‘ I tems Reliabilities
B . . . . .
- Locus of Control: Success 7 .66 o
(Control_Suc) ' ' . e
Locus of Control: Failure 7 ) 617
_(Contro'l Fail) 5 . : P
Academic Self-Esteem ' o 12 . .84
. (Acad Self) ;. ~ . \ .
Social Self-Esteem N 7 .80
(Social Self) : : y ' :
Affective Teaching Climate . : 18 ° (‘ . .89
(Affec C]imate? : o~ L
Attitudes Toward School , .8 83 | "
(Att School) o o —
Perceived Peer Attitudes 8 . 74
Toward School : ' . . .
(Peer Att Sch) . . ' . .
Drug Knowledge ) , 7 ' .40
?Kpow'l_edge) _ B : R -
General Drug Attitudes ' 17 - BN &
(General Att) : . . >
Attitudes Toward Soft Drug Use . *° 3 .16 C
X (Soft Att) : o ' ) )
Attitudes Toward Hard Drug Use } : : 7 ' .93
(Hard Att) ,
Perceived Peer Attitudes Toward . - 3 - . .84
Soft- Drugs . . '
. (Soft Peer Att) . - ’ _ ,
Perceived Peer Attitudes Toward 7 .96 \-"
Hard Drugs ° . : * ' "
" (Hard"Peer Att) : .
Perceived Benefits of Alcohel Use ' . 8 . ) .85 N
(Alc Benefits) ' 2 ‘
Perceived -Benefits of Marijuana Use & ’ 8 .91
(Pot Benefits) ' :
&
N




Table 4 (continued) o T 16.

i _ ) Num‘ber of

Scale . ) : : Items ° Reliabilities
. Perceived Benefits of Pi11 Use” |, ' 8 . .91
(Pil11 Benefits) ° ) )
Perceived Costs of Alcohol Use » . 5 .84
. * (A1c Costs) —~ , _
Perceived Costs of Marijuana Use ’ : 5 ., .90
(Pot Costs) L . 4 ~
Percéived Costs of Pi1l Use . 5 ’ .89
(Pi11 Costs) - ‘ ‘
Percéived Peer Use of Soft Drugs - 3 .82 _
(Sofit Peer Use) ] - ’ . .
Perceived Peer Use of Hard Drugs . . 1 .96 ~
(Hard Peer Use) e ‘ N
LY v R * 4 R
Involvemerit in Alcohol Use R . - .88 S
. (Alc Inyo1ve) - . . - _
Involvement in Cigarette Use . L] S T ) B ~
(Cig Involve) - " ) : L
‘Involvement in Marjuaga Use L - -3 ‘ .95
(Pot Involve) - L
Involvement in InhalantMse - - ~ = . .~ . 3, .70
(Inh Inyolve) %u& S Ty T o
Involvement‘in Barbiturate Use ~ -- C .3 .89.
(Barb‘Invo'lve) R S B T
Involvemént in Amphetamine Use ' 3 .90
(Amp Involve) - _ N - . '
‘Involvement in Cocaine Use . > ’ 3 .88
(€oc Involve) Y. : . -
Involvenent in PCP Use - ' : 3 .86
(PCP Involve) o - : ,
Involvement in LSD Use L , 3 . .87
(LSD . Involve) . ‘ :
Involvement in.Heroin Use a 3 77

— (Her Invoh_/e)

+ 9 ’= 586 fon the drug-related scales and N = 551 for the other scales
' , \ .




'use for each of “the -ten substances.!? Thef/e11ab111t1es obtained were

_perceived peer'attitudes toward soft and hard drug’ use; and involvement in

17.

~

adequate for all scales-except drug know1edge

Posttest data were obtained with the DAS and a revised.version of the
Student Quest1onna1re, The rev1sed instrument included all 1tem$ emp]oyed
in the f1na1-pretest measures. For some 1tens the response format dtffered

from‘the pretest;# thus, the posttest scores were not comparab1e with the’

-pretest scores' The 1ocus of control for success scale contained five

-!xtra items and the fa11ure scale conta1ned three extra 1tems from the

Inte11ectua1 Achievement Respons1b111ty Quest1onna1re

¢

. ) - S
Student Archival Qutcome Data °

“In add1t1on to the §e1f-report data gathered directfy from students, )

we obtained student.d1sc1p11ne records for the year of the study as well as

the pr1or year These records were ma1nta1ned by the deans in the school

%

to document student behav1or problems. Two indices were constructed.

=

a) a drug behavior problem index (Drug Prob]ems) consisting of categor1es
involving use, possession, or sale of tobacco, al¢ohol, marijuana and other
drugs, and b) a genera1 behavior problem index (Non-drug Prob]ems) containing .

categor1es for all other types of student m1sbehav1or

\/
>

12The 1nvo1venent~sEa1es consisted -of items assess1ng current use, lifetime
use, and intentions to use. .

13Dyug Knowledge items were selacted from a drug education course that was
evaluated in another study and were not representative of the domaim of general

drug knowledge jtems. Furthermore, knowledge about drugs comes from a variety

of sources and may be multidimensional, resulting in attenuated 1nterna1
consistency.

e 19
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&

Other’ student record& were obtained from the sch001 d1strict for the
year of the study as well as the’ prior year. The total number of unexcused‘
absences for each sch001 year was used as measures of attendance (Unex Abs).
This type of absence occured when a student did not provide the'school with
a parental excuse indicating that the student was sick. Grade point average

—~ for-each Spr1ng semester; where academic grades from all courses were weighted

»
equa]]xgrserved as measures of academic ach1evement ‘

SurvAy Administration Procedures

~

Th° pretest was administered in May 1979, and the posttest in May 1980

S T

by four substitute teachers trained in survey adm1ni$tration The questian

naires were administered during two‘ieguiar c1asses '/The Student Questionnaire

. apd the Se]f Observation Scales (pretest on1y) ‘were adm1nistered during the
firstfhession, and the DAS was adm1nistered during the second séssion. Make-
up sessions were held for students who WEre abSLnt for the original sessions

The administration procedure stressed confidentjality. Students were

identified by their school district 1dentification numbe”r“;ah Questionnaires
were pre-]abe]ed with studentpnames on the cover sheet and student identifi-'
cation numbers, on page one. I#la prepared statement, administrators assured
students of cdhh{ete confidentia]ity and explained the need for identificat1on
numbers as a way of tracking students’ ‘ov time. For thr. DAS administration,
to further enhance the confidentiality iwduction, students were instructed

s

to tear off the cover page that-displayed) their names.

t T

1] v
Data Ana]ysis N

The analysis of outcome data compared all experimental students with a11

tontrol students. A.consequence of this approach was that the experimental

20 ‘ .
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\rece1ve a fyll semester of "the treatment either because they dropped the .

condition included six students (a]].frdn Cross-Age Tutoring) who dfd not ' .
&

»

c]ass or because they were dropped for their misbehavior:!* Because these

students d1ffered»from the other exper1menta1 students. de]et1ng them from - '

the ana]ys1s would have b1ased the resu]ts toward f1nd1ng Q treatment effect.

. Because we kept these students 1in the analysis, our ‘estimate of the treatnent '

effect is conservative if the treatment is defined as hav1ng part1c1pated at p
least one semester. The treatnent effect est1mate is unbiased if the treat-

menf1s def1ned as any part4c1pat1on at all. ‘Ne chose'th1s latter. definition .

~ because-it increases the external” validity of the study in;addition to

’'e

preserving internal validity.!S
\ e

. s . T et .
The primary analysis *strategies were univariate analyses of variance

and covariance. ANCOVA se{ved two functions. It eliminated some of'the‘

\

.initial bias in the assignment to conditions, and it increased power. With

~ asignificance level of .05 and power (the likelihood of detecting a real,

effect) set at -80, ANOVA was capable of detecting an effect size as $mall

“as .62 SD.l®© With a pretesé—posttest correlation of .52 (thé median r),

the minimum detectable effect size using ANCOVA was 45 SD. We have set the

Type I error rate for each analysis at .05. Since we condﬂcted many univariate

analyses, isolated effects must be interpreted cautﬁously, because they may
gy

A
4

M These students participated from 2 to 14 weeks (M = 7'Qeeks).

15The average experimental student participated for 19 weeks (SD ='8.4).
While it would have been interesting to examine the re]at1onsh1p Setween
student outcomes and duration of treatment, the small samp]e size prectuded
performing this analysis. .

N

16SD'refers to ‘the pooled within-group standard deviation.




ut111zed most. of the item data and prov1de¢ unbiased cell means.

5 ‘ : ' 20.

be due to experiment-wise Type I"error Hence, 1nterpretet1on of res4its

o~

“is based on patterns in the data rather than single findings

Rules were set-for handling missing data in comput1ng scale scores. A

»

scale score was computed for a student if at least 60% of ‘the items gomprising

’

that sca]e were: present Any missing item score was rep]aced by the mean for .

.that item in the ;Bpropr1ate cell of the experimentaﬁ design. This procedure .

However,

‘ the proeedure constra1ned cell“variances and inflated degrees of freedom

artific1a11y " When more “than 40% of the 1tens comprising a' scal€ were missing, *

the Jtudent rece1ved a miSsing value for that scale, and thg case was not

F

enp]oyed in'the analysis of that sca]e L e .~

\
- .

LY
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OutcoMe REsuLTs

Course Evaluation .

The s:ructured feedback data obtained from.participantsw«is- summari zed

in Table 5 v Students genera]iy rated the~course favorably with regard to . .
a) how the courses compared with other e1ectives, b). whether the courses
should be of fered again, c) how much they learned; d) how much thg& enjoyed
‘the practicum experience, and e) how™ he]pfui they felt that the practicum
was for ‘the recipients Students in School Store generally 1iked the
‘daiiy ciass meetings, whereas those in Cross-Age Tutori}g genera11y di?]iked
the weekly c1ass meetings. ) ‘
Open-ended cannents were also obtained Participahts in Schoo] Store .
genera11y repor ted that they liked working in the store, and few criticized
the course. Participants in Cross-Age Tutoring generaiiy reported that they
1iked tutoring, but that they did not like attending the weekiy class. They
found the class sessions to be irre]evant, repetitive and boring ‘
Of the 27 students-initiaiiy enro]]ed in Cross-Age -Tutoring, seven

voluntarily dropped the course. "Four students 1eft after a’few weeks because

they disliked tutoring; two left midway through the first semester because

" they dis]iked walking to the eienentary schooi where they tutored and one

left during the second semester because she was bored with the course. In
addition, two - studen?é were dropped by the teacher during: the second semester,

one for poor attendance and one for poor performance. Thus, nine (33%) of the




¢ Cress-A@ Tutori rig and“School Store \
1.

‘2.

3.

-

4.
r

TABLE 5

-

<
- . . \
L3 - -
y !~

« .

\\ Boring (11).

bCross-Age Tutcring Only

How mucb, have ybou liked. the class meetings?
(Ratnngs range from L1ked [4] to Disliked [1])1

How does this tlass compare w1th other, é]ectives
uhave taken? - . c Y
(Rat1ngs range "from Interesting (4] to !

R

Dobyou %hink this c'hasc .should be offeréd again?

at1ngs r;Q?e fran Yes [2] to No [1]).

How much have you learned in this class?
: tings range from A Lot [4] to
Nothing [1]3 ~

How much did you like tutoring?. .
(Ratings range from A Lot [4] to .
Not At ATl % .

How much did the stud u tutored*]earn from you?
(Ratings range froﬂsgtf%g [4] to Nothing [1])

Was the student you tutored ha Dy you were there?
(Rat1ngs range from A Lot [45 fo Not at all [1]).

4 . L

*  Schgol Store Only

How much do you feel-your work in the sch001 store
was helpful to the students at your school?

,(Ratings range from A Lot (4] to Not 3t ATT-[11,

o

How much did the student body appreciate your

. work with the school ‘store?

(Ratings range from A Lot [4] tp ‘Not At AN ).

MEANS ANB STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR COURS% EVALUATION DATA

; - 22.0"’
. ) ) =
Y,
Cross-Age - .
Tutorin School Store
e N = 1a)
] Y ]
217 .95 3.36 ;3i_////
. ‘ N ‘o
3.53 .72 3.14-- 0 .86
\\
2.00 .00-  1.86 . :36.
. o
3.70 .46 3.79 .43
l' . 1
3.64 B1N - -
. ~
3.58 .57 - -
3.6 .44 - - »
9 ® -
- - 3.29 .83
] - 3.50 65

™
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N . : ] .
original Cross-Age Tutoring experimental students probably were dissatisfied ~

with the course. Because most of these students were not enrolled at the:

end of the fﬂrst seqester, - their attitudes were not ref]ected in the process i
data’ discussed above. ) ‘hu/

y ~— . . ~
: Initial Equivalence

.-

Analyses were conducted to assess the initial equivalence of experi-

» mental and control groups. The means and standard dev1ations for all pretest

.. and posttest measures are listed in Tables 6-9 for each course, grade, sex,

. Wnd condition. For the attendance, discipline and drug (except know]edge)

variables, ta high°score'ii undesirable; whereas, for all other variables, a

‘ high score is desirable. Tha'ﬁosttest results-are discussed later.

N

' Comp]ete factorial anaTy?es of variance were performed on 4he pretest -

measures with course (Cross- Age Tutoring or School Store), grade, sex, and

condition (experimental or control) as factors in the design. The four-way

: ' 1nteraction term was poo]qd with the residual. Drug ﬁrob]ems and the hard
. subStance .nvolvement measures were not analyzed due to 1imfted variance in
|
most cells. Significant interactions with condition were obtained .on 15

meaSurns On these measures simple effects for condition were examined. \.

.

An effect size of at least one-half of the control group standard deviation

- was cons1dered evidence “of init;ai’nonequivalence Table 10 shows the

_direction of the bias for ﬂnltia] differences obtained between the experimenta]

and control conditions. A pos1tive sign indicates an initial bias 1n favor of

the experimental condition; i.e., as compared to controls, the experimentals

’ i
scored more desirably on the measure. A negative sign indicates initial bias
. \‘ .

in favor of the control condition. A consistent pattern was obtained for two

25




‘Measure . .

Contro] Succ
Control Fail
Acad Self
Social Self
e
Affec Tlimate
Att,Sch
Peer Att Sch
GPA

Unex Abs ’fﬂ

Non-drug Prob ~
Knowledge
General Drug Att

Soft Att

Hard Att

N

TABLE.G.

MEANS AND STANDARD BEVIATIONS FOR CROSS-AGE TUTORING

BY SEX BY CONDITION FOR GRADE 8

~

\ . *

Male Students (N=12)

Experimental Control
Test M SO M SD
Pre 1.91 .17 1.86 .22
Post 1.81 \.ISL 1.81 .25
Pre ° 1.62 -.15 1.76 .17
Post ~  1.64 .26 1.63 .29.
Pre C2:86 .1 2.28 .1
- Post - 3.00. .28 2.41 36
pre’ 179 19 1.70 36—
Post . 2.00 .25 ° 2.82 .49
Pre , 2.40 .12 2.30-.14
Post 2.57 .63 2.53 ¢8
Pre 1787 .21 133 .32
Post - 2.3¢ .39 2.25 .59
Pre 2.71 .25 2.49 .25
Post 2.48 .40 . //2453 .37
Pre 3.17 .62 3.11 .7
Post 3.01 .46 - 3,27 .77
Pre 1.67 2.42 2.50 6.12

. P?si\ .33 .82 3.00 6.39

Pre’ .83 1.60  1.1771.33
Post 1.67 .41 1.50 2.35
Pre 2.02 1.23 3.17 1.73
Post 2.17 .98 3.00 1.4
Pre 1.79 .56 1.92 .94
Post 2.37 .82 2.08 .77.
Pre 1.50 .78 1.72 .77
. Post 1.72 .65 1.56 .46
Pre 1.00 .00 1:07 .12
" Post 1.31 .48 .18 .37

- 26

24,
Female Students (N=1Ql,
Experimental Control
HOUSD oM
1.96 .67 1.90 .16
1.90 .11 1.62 .08
1.81 .16 1.90 .16
1.73 .26 1.81 .18
2.54 .46 ©  2.48 .17
2.77 .45  2.82 .39
- 1.97 .06 1.86 .14 -
3.35 .37 3.14 .25
2.55 .46  2.35 .15
3.0 .55 280 .2
1.85 .14 1.81 .23
2.75 .60 2.87 , .47
2.83 .39 2,63 .39
2.77 3 2.66 .29
3.47/ .46 4.09, .51
.3.74 .74 3.83% .55
1.271.95°  2.00 4.04
3.55 4.78 1.00 1.00
.09 .30° Joé, .00
36 .67 .00 00"
2.92 1.51 1.58 1.28
3.10 1.45 2.57 1.51
.83 .80 1.81 .26
1.95 .86 1.67 .34
2.06 .55 1.60 .36
2.30 .89 1.71 .56
1.12 .26 1.18 .37
1.40 .62

1.08 .22

T4




Tablqd 6 (continued) -

: g o 25,
Male Students Female Students |
" Experimental Control Experimental Control J
Measure Test M - SD M SD M SD M. SD
==asr == : '
Soft Peer Att . . Pre 1.50 .66 3.33 1.46 2.91 .99 2.76 .71
Post 1.76 88  3.27 .43 3.08 1.06 2.95 .85
Hard Peer Att Pre 1.02 .06 3.05 1.73 , 1.38 .52 2.04 .99
Post 1.31 .48 2.37 1.16 2.00 .93 2.59 .85
Alc Benefits Pre 1.02 .05 1.42 .32 " 2.00 .87 1.35 .31
© L [Post 1.27 .27 1.63 .69 2.2 .75 1.66 .41
Pot Benefits  *|. Pre 1.00 .00 1.36 .38 2.11 1.06  1.47 .66
: Post 1.63 .77  1.40 .46 2.25 1.03 1.73 .53
Pi11 Benefits Pre 1.5 .36 1.15 .23 °  1.78 1.05  1.30 * .37
. Post 1.21 .33 1.27 .41 1.83 .89 1.58 .52
Alc Costs , Pre: 1.73 .63 1.70 .58 1.60 .55 ° 1.63 .42
- ~Post 1.63 .70 1.73 .59 1.82 .53  "1.73 .46
Pot. Costs Re *1.40°0 .49  1.30 .56 1.78 .71 '1.52 .56
C Post . 1.87 1.14 1.0 .63 1.75 .79 .1.64 .57
Pi1] Costs - Pre 1.7 .32 1.7 .41 1.58 .57 1.40 .55
. Post 1.23 .37 1.37 .87 1.48° .62 _ .1.46 .54
Soft Peer Use Pre- 24.97 18.04 55.11 26.43 36.53 24.54(/’ 1.43 15.03 .
o Post 43.42 31.82 43.56 19.07 40.32 23.51' 39.81 16.32 .
Hard Peer Use ~ Pre 14.68 15.06 34.52 41.25 7.49. 9.93 - 9.46 9.17 .
- Post 25.38 33.97 7.80 6.42 -. 12.56 14.30  15.93 621
> 1 ) - .
Alc Involve Pre 1.58 .52 " 2.56 1.1 1.92 .92 1.29 .49
Post 2‘8? 70 2.89 .98 2.43 .86 1.76 .74
Cig Involve Pre 1.33 .41 1.50 .59 , 1.60 1.20 1.09 .16
Post 1.1 17 1.39 .14 2.00 1.62 « 1.14 .18
Pot Involve Pre 1.0 .07 -1.28 .53 1.35 .77 1.00
Post 1.00 .00 1.89 1.46 177 1.2] 1.00
Inhalant-Involve Pre °~ 1.02 .02. 1.11 .27 1.09 .22 1.00
‘ Post 1.00 .00 1.06 .13 S 1037 .28 1.0
Barbiturate Involve Pre 1.01 .02 1.1 .27 1.00 .01 " 1.00
Post 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.30 .67 1.00
Amphetamine Involve Pre 1.01 - .01 1.11 .27 | 1.00 .01 _ .1.00 .00
Post ~ 1.06 .13 1.39 95 ° 1.20 .63 1.00 .00
Cocaine Involve Pre . 1.01 .02 1.06 .13 1.00 . .01 1.00 .00
Post 106 .13 1.17 .41 1.13 .32 1.00 .00

. 27




T%e 6 (continued) %\

Ma‘]e Students Female Students
” < .
Experimental Control Experimental Control
Measure ' Test . M Sb M s - M SO M D
PCP Involve . Pre 1.01 .01 1.06 .13 1.00 .01 1.00¢ .00
. '_ . Post 1.00 (l_pIP 1..67 1.63 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
LSD I~nvo'|ve : Pre 1.01 .01 ~ 1.06 .13 1.00 .01 1.00 .00
X : Post 1.00 500 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Heroin Involve Pre 1.01 .01 1.06 .13 ? 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
- Post 1.00 .00 - 1.00 .00 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
-~
f ' 3
) /
\_/»
s v
» Ji
. . v<
J " ’ ‘
i .\
~ e
28
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) TaBLE 7 , ~
MEANS AND STANDARD' DEVIATIONS FOR CROSS-AGE TUTORING
BY SEX BY CONDITION FOR GRADE 9
Male Students*(Ns2) . _Female Students (N=12)
Experimental . Control Experimental Control  {
Measure Test M ) M. SD M SD M o -
Control Suc Pre - - - - 1.90 .12 1.83 .12
- Post . : . - 1.95 .07  1.93 .06
Control Fail / Pre - - - - 1.79 * .23 2.00 .01
: Post - - - - 1.72 .31 1.83 - .19
Acad Self Pre - - - - 2.48 .62 .© 2.37 .53
Post - - - - 2.98 .86  2.71 .67
Social Self . Pre . .- - .- - 1.80 .23  1.83 .15
Post . - - - - 2.96 .55  3.38 .28
. - v ° S~—
Affec Climate Pre - - - v 2.23 .48  2.34 .40
Post - - - ] 2.81 .77  2.78 .52
Att Sch Pre - - - - 1.83- .07 1.66 .15
4 Post ~ - - - - 2.98 .44 2.44 .49
Peer Att Sch " Pre - - - - RN 2.2 .39  2.38 .38
| Post - - - - 2.62 .37 2.3 .33
. »
GPA Pre - - - - - - 3.56 .73  3.58 .68
Post - - - N\ e 3:30 1.23  3.37 ‘g3
Unex Abs Pre - - - - 1.33 2.42 1.83 2.23
Post - - - - 5.00 11.28  4.83 5.04
Nun-drug Prob Pre - . - - 33 .5 83 2.08 -
Post - - A .50 .84 .67 1.63
Knowledge Pre - - - - 3.84 1.59 3.21 1.07
. Post - - - - 2.50 1.05 ° 3.67 1.21
General Drug Att Pre - - - 1.85 .82  1.90
. Post - - - 2.40 1.22  2.75 -1.'33"/
Soft Att Pre ] - - - 1.89 1.02°  1.87 .56
" Post . - - - 2.39 .93 2.61 .61
Hard Att Pre ) ] ] - 1.2 38 1.3 .50
Post -, - - - .81 2 1.6 .72




Table 7 (cogtinued)

Measure

Soft Pee# Att
Hard Peer Att
Alc Benefits
Pot ‘Benefits 7
Pi11 Benefits
Alc Costs

Pot Costs

‘Pi1] Costs *

Soft Peer Use

Hard Peer Use

Alc Involve

Cig Involve

Pot Involve
Inhalant Involve
Qarbiturate Involve
Amphetamine In&o]ve

AN /\

‘Cocaine Involve

Test

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre

-Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre

"Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Male Students

Experimental fontrol
M R0 M Sb
- - - \-
-\ _ - -

30

28.
Female Students
Experimental Control
M D M Sb
3.78 1.13 3.13 1.24
3.33 .79 4.26 .51
»
3.33 .81 2.55 1.38
2.33 .78~ 3.76 .99
1.97 .89 1.66 .74
2.02 1.26 2.00 .68
2.20 .96 2.00 .98
2.31 1.25 2.08 .97
1.82 .81 1.81 .54
1.67 .92 1.69 .76
1.77 .69 1.80 .55
2.27 .85 2.37 .23
2.10 1.15 1.80 .75
2.43 1.00 2.37 .79
1.60 .76  1.52 .59
2.27 .85 1.90 .73
45.35 22.53  50.92 24.71
33.70 12.61  51.33 19.32
18.82 12.36  29.56 40.02
6.77 8.73  19.13 13.31
1.67 1.16  2.33  .98"
2.39 1.12 3.11 1.1
1.78 1.00 1.92 1.84
2.22 1.34 2.45 1.1
1.61 1.00 1.75 1.50
2.28° 1.61 2.56 1.92
.00 .00 1.17 .36
1.33 .42 - 1.1 .27
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.22 .40 1.50 .84
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.67 1.48 1.67 1.03
1.00 .00 1.08 .17
1.11 .27 1.45 .81




Tab]g 7 (continued)

Measure

PCP Involve
LSD Invoive

Heroin Involve '

4

A\

© Test

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Pre
Post

Male Students

\Contro1

Experimental
M D

M

D

- 29,
'Fema1e Students
Experimentai Lontrol
M ) M D
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.33 .82
1.00 .00 1.17...34
1.00 .00 1.33 .67
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.00 :00 1.22 .54

%nata are not tabled because there was only one subject in each condition.

S
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Measure

Control Succ
Control Fail
- Acad Self
i Social Self
Affec Clg;ate
‘Att Sch
:Peer,Att Sch
GPA -
Unex Abs

Non-drug Prob

Knowledge

General Drug Att _

Soft Atit

Hard Att

o TABLE 8

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SCHOOL STORE

BY SEX BY CONDITION FOR.GRADE 8

Male Students (N;IQ)
Experimental Control 7

Test© ~H - B S0
Pre 1.78 .11 1.80 .20
Post 1.89° .09 1.67 .25
Pre 1.77 .5 1.68 .36
Post 1.7 .20 1.70 .2
Pre 2.43 .43 2.33 .44
Post 2.83 .63: 2.48 .82
Pre . 1.78 .26  1.84 .27
Post  .3.00 .53  2.90, .63
Pre 2.37 .17 2.06 - .40
Post 282 .32 2.33 .7
Pre 1.59 © .32 1.3 .34,

" Post 232 .74 2.71.01 5. °
Pre 2.60 .28 2.44 .33
Post - 2.50 .33  2.13 5§
Pre 3.79 .54 3.20° .57 .
Post 354 .73 3.30 8
Pre 3.11 4.62 .33 .50
Post 1.33 2.18 .78 1.30
Pre - .00 .00 .56 .73
Rost 22§ 78 .97
Pre 3.67 1.22  3.33 1.94
Post 2.33 ‘.50 2.3 1«53

. Pre 2.17 1.4 2.581.18 -

" Post 2.40 1.23  2.91 1.40
Pre . 2.26 .85 " 2.59 1.25
Post 2.19 .85 -2.66 1.45
Pre  \ 1.8 1.17 ~ 1.61 1.38

Post .66 . .82 1,64 1.32

32

30.

.

T

Female Students (N=7)

=

Experimental
M SD
1.82 .08
1.77 11
1.82 .18
1.80 .20
2.27 .23,
2.67 .23
1.70 .19
3.05 .19
2.40 .09
2.84 .35

1.28" .16

2.5 .20
2.54 .28

. 2.38 .10

'3.66 .48

0 3.32 .84

.75 .96
00 .00
.75 1.50
75 .9
2.50 .58
3.50 1.00
2.66 .48
2.40 .69 -
2.50 .80
2.42 .42
1.39 .44
1.29 .26

w N W -

»
W N w W -

.
-t

Control
LA
1.81 .33 '
1.85- .13
1.71 .25
1.77 .06
2.4 .97
3.30 .

77 - .32

26 .22 .

.67 .23

g3 .36

.94 .08 .

.04 .48

.00 .46

.76 .18

.50 .75

16 .48 .
1.33 1.15

.67 .58

.33 .58 All'

.00 .00
2.00 1.73
2.67 .58
"1.47 .58
1.59 .69

.50 .17
1.67 .58
1.1 .20 -~
1.00 .00




Table 8 (continued) - R Q

; 31. -
' b Co Male Students . Female Students
o . Sxperimental’  Control Experimental Control
Measure Test M SD ‘M ) M SO M SD
: . ' -~ . beN
Soft Peer Att Pre 2,37 .74 2.81 1.50 °  3.08 .57 1.50 .70
Post 2.85 .82  3.38 1.15 .3.50 .58  2.67 .94
Hard Peer Att Pre 2.02 1.32 1.88 1.35 2,25 .91 1.00° .00
L Post _ 1.90 1.05 2.22 1.50 2.32 .46 1.00 .00
" Alc Benefits Pre 1.67 .72 1.7 1.08 1.63 .27 1.3 .13
| Post -1.47 .52  2.11 1.10 1.66 .40 1.25 .43 °*
Pot Benefits Pre 1.61°° .75 1.90 1.24 1.88 .57 - 1.09 .08
| Post 1.6 1.00 2.35 1.31 2.0 .74 1.25 .43
Pill Benefits Pre™ 1.57 66 1.52 1.04 1.72 .47 1.3 .22
| Post  "1.38 .61 1.42 .86 1.34 .32 1.25 .43
Alc Costs Pre ~  2.20 .65 2.36 1.08 2.40 .59  1.60 .53
_ Post 2.3 .62 2.53 1.16° 2.35 .41 1.53 .76
Pot Costs _ Pre 1.76 .95  2.33.1.25 2.25 .41 1.27. .30
- . Post 0:02 1.12 2.53 1.27 2.36 .25 1.3 .23
Pill Costs Pre 1.5 .60 1.71 1.12 1.95 .30 1.3 .12
Post 1.82 .91 1.98 "1.04 2.27 3 113 .23
Soft Peer Use Pre  23.07 28.50 49.83.40.01 29.83 22.09 T17.89 2.99 .
R Post - 32.37: 23.26 -48.81 21.16 .  33.17 23.15  32.78 17.5]
| C A - '
Hard Péer Use - - Pre.  13.09 -23.02 34.78 38.90 1.43 2.86 5.31  5.01
" ~ Post 815£=.12.29 13.79 14.08 4.50 '5.26  16.67 28.87
& i . °
Alc Involve Pre 2.74 1.31  2.64 1.25 2.75 1.42 .17 .19
Post 2.71 -1.06 | 3.19 1.33 2.42 1.26 \G°1.56 .51
Cig Involve . Pre 1.63  1.05 2.02 1.71 2.06 113 1.33- .34
Post* 1.33 .58 2.2 1.64 1.83 1.10 1.78 .84
£
. Pot Involve ‘Z Pre 1.74 1.51  1.83 1.62 1.33. .47 1.00 .00
Post 1.81 1.29 285 1.81 1.33 .67 1.1 19
innalant Involve Pre 1.48 1.22 1.30 .89 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
: " Post 1.6 .34 130 89 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Barbiturate Involve Pre .30 .89 1.34 1.00 " 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
. Post 1.11 .33 .1.41 1.00 1.00 .00  1.00 .00
. / .
* Amphetamine Involve Pre 1.44 1.33  1.52 1.10 1.00 .00  1.00 .00
Post 1.15 .34 1.41 .70 1.00 .00 1.00 .00
Cocaine Involve . Pre 1.4 1.33  1.45 1.33 1.00 .00° - 1.00 .00
5 1.08 .17 1.00 .00

Post 1.26 .43 1.78 1.5




.'Tdble 8 (continued) :
' . Male Student$
’ Exparimental Control

Measure Test M SO M SD
" PCP Involve Pre 1.44  1.33  1.37 1.1
' Post 1.19 .38 1.07 .22
', LSD Involve Pre 183 1.00 1.45 '1.33
- Post 13?("1.4{ 1.22 .66

Heroin Involve Pre 1.37 1.1 1.37 1.1
@ Post 1.30 .89 .1.37 1.1

Female Students.
Expe\f'imentﬂ Control
M . SD M SD
1.00 .00  1.00 .00
T.00 .GO 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00°  1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
fw
7
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TABLE 9 -
| :
. .+ MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS FOR SCHOOL STORE
o BY. SEX BY CONDITICN FOR GRADE 9
R ., . ' Male Students (N=10) Female S -idents (N=8)
. . Experimental Control Experimental” " Control
Measure Test M ) M SD ! sb M SD
ControT Succ Pre 1.94 08" '1.72 .20 1.93 .15 2.00  XO
s Post 1.83 .17 1.83 .10 ~1.92 .06 . 1.94 .
Control Fail  °  Pre 1.82 08 °1.82 .27 1.79 .09  1.89 .22
- Post  1.68 .19 1.62 .33 1.80 .18 1.93~ .10
. N

Acad Self *° *  pre 2.26 21 2.8 .35 2.5 .40 2.7 .36
Post .2.72 .33 2.63 .28 3.02 .43 2.94 .2

Social Self Pré 177 .15 1.84 .14 1.72° .26 1.92 .09
’ o Post 3,05 317 3.00. 14 3.25 .48 - 3.23 -.53
Affec Clinate .~  Pre  2.32 .29 2.23 .29 242 .22, 0 2.25 M
Post ~ 2.74 .31  2.86 .42 299 .41 3.3 37

Att Sch Pre 1.66 .06 1.35 .28 - 1.72 .26 1.7 .23
_Post  2.43 .47 2.43. .36 2,91 .44 2.79- .67

DPeer Att Sch ’ Pre 2.51 .27  2.32 .38 2.41 .49 254 .12
Post 253 .55 2.55 .32 2.47 28  2.72 .12

GPA - Pre 3.25° .57  3.50 .58 '3.55 .51  3.23 .50
| Post  3.52° .47 ~ 343 .56 .  3.53 .29  3.97 .59

Unex Abs. Pre . 1.00, 2.24 1.50 1.29 25 .50 75 .9
S Post  1.80° 4.02 . .40 .89 1.50 3.00 75 .9

Non-dvug Prob Pre 2.00 2.35 .50 .58 .00 .00 75 1.50
. Post 1.%0 1.10 .20, .45 .00 .00 00 .00

Knowledge Pre’ . 2.40" '1.14  3.50 1.73. 4.00 .82 400 .82
Post ©  2.40 .1.34 3.60 1.52 - 3.00 .82  2.50 1.91

_General Drug Att Pre -~ 2.82 .55 Z2.81 1.49 1.93 .30 | 2.21 . 1.49
o Post  2.58 .93  2.63 .85 280 52 " 2.16 .80

Soft Att Pre - 2.73 ‘1.55  2.00 .82 1.84 .70 2.08 .99
Post  2.60 1.12  2.14 1.04 275 132 2.09 - .80

Hard Att . . pre 1.60 .66 1.64 .59 1.07 .15 1,50 1.00
. Post ., 1.26 .35 1.60 .89 1.61 55 178 .3

s
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Table9 (continued) ' ~ ’
‘ i . v ) . o 34'
] % ‘ Male Students i Female Students . .
’o S . : Experimental Control .  Experimental Control ‘
Measure . . Test -+ M l SD M SD M~ SD M s
' Soft Peer Att Pre 3.6 .60 3.03 .07 3.25 .63 3.00 .47
- Post 3.60 1.09 2.93,1.12 3.92 .63  3.25 .74
‘Hard Péer Att Pre 2.3 .89 2.5 .50 2.61 .90  2.27 1.63
- Post ' 1.80 .84 2.23 .83 3.07 .82  1.86 .74
. Alc Benefits ° .Pre  2.35 .95 2.00 .20 ° 1.60 .45  1.66 1.0
o Post © 2,35 .69 1.78 .73 2:35 .47  Y.53 .48
Pot Benefits “Pre 235 .63 2.00 .35 1.63 .59 1.9 1.19.
Post 2.30 .69 1.78 .74 1.97 .56  1.60 .78 -
Pi11 Benefits Pre - 2,28 .83 "1.94 .16 & 1.38 .27  1.78 1.25
Post 1.68 ' «56 1.40 .43 1.66 .52  1.31 .47
Alc Costs Pre” 248 .39 . 2.40 .07 " 1.95 .81  1.85 .85
* Post 2.72 .97 - 2.90 - .68 2.35 .25 1.90 .62
Pot Costs , ., Pre’ 246 .43  2.65 1.20 1.65 .57  1.90 1.23
\ . Post 2.08 .61 2.00 .91 2.45 .41 1.70 .87
. Pil Costs Pre 2.24 .26 2.40 1.15 1.60 .71 1.80 1.23
: Post 1.75 .57 2.0 8 - 2.00 .43  1.60 .77
Soft Peer Jjse Pre  47.43 ' 4.76, 42.42.16.25 40.83 7.77  §3.17 19.21
; - Post  49.18 25.48" 23:90 22.38 64.58 27.32  50.21 '16.17
Hard Peer-Use-  Pre 4.96 7.1 14.3213.00 ° '17:64.8.68  26.45 30.52
Post 5.20 5.02 4.80 5.76 12.75' 9.57  10.25 10.72
Alc Involve - Pre 3.33  1.05¢ 3.08 1.20 2.00 <61  2.33 1.3
, Post 2.97 R22  3.00 41.33 2.42 .32 2.58 1.37 \
Cig Involve " pre 1.93 .68 2.00 2.00 1.50 .64  1.92 .69 ™
' Post 1.63 .18 *1.87 1.15 217 .79 ¢ 2.7 1.35
Pot Involve Pre 2.13 1.50 2.50 1.82 Y107 .36 2,00 2.00
: Post 1.58 .68 2.13 1.76 2.33 1.09 . 2.25 1.89
Inhalant Involve Pre 1.00 .00 1.08 .17 1.00 .00 1.25 .50
. | Pust 1.0 .00 1.13 .30 1.25 .2 1.00 .00
Barbiturate Involve Pre 1.00 .00 1.42 -63 - 1.00 ':00 1.3 .67
Post 1.00 .00 1.33 .75 1.00, .00 1.08 ¢ .17
Amphetamine Involve Pre 1.00 .00 1.42° .63 ° 1.08 .17 1.75 1.50
‘ Post 1.00 .00 .1.53 1:19 1.8 47 133 .67
Cocaine Involve Pre 1.00 .00 1.17 .34 “.00 .00 1.25 .50
- Post 1.00 .00 1.27 .59 vg, .17 1.00 .00
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T.ab'l e 9 (continued)

A

- Measure ’

PCP Involve

LSD Invo],ve

Heroin Involve

-~

V

'Test

Pre

__Post

_Pre
qut

" Pre
Post

Male Students

é&pe?imental Control
M sh M
1.00- .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.07 .15
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.07 - .15
1.00 .00 . 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
.
{
{
P
}
Y
E )
e
37

, 35,
_ Female Students
Experimental ' Control
N | sb
£ 1.00 .00 - T.00 .00
JJ.00° .00 1.00 .00
1.00 .00 1.8 .17
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
I'd
-1.00 ,00 1.00. .00
1.00 .00 1.00 .00
R .
i .
.
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DIRECTION OF BIAS FOR INITIAL DIFFERENCES BETWEEN
EXPERIMENTAL AND CONTROL CONDITIONS ) '

‘s
Cross-Agé Tutoring . ¢ School Store

\

TasLE .10 N

N\

lgrade 8 grade 8

grade 92 grade 9l grade 8 grade 8 grade 9

Pill Costs \
Gen Drug Att
-Soft At

Soft Peer Att

Alc Involve

£ig Involve

Hard Péer Att

" males females males females males fema]es males
Non l;rqg Prob + -
"GPA DA . . .0 -
Aff.ec Climate + + . -
Acad Self + .
-Att Schoo? + + + - +
"Peer Att School .+ + Q ' - +
I‘i‘lc Costs : '
_Pot Benefits | . , i -,

+

P
*

“  2No comparisons were

-~

performed since there was only one subject in each condjtion

%




of the eight (course-grade-sex) groups. The aSsignment of'grade 8 males

tq the Cross-Age Tutoring course was biased in favor of the experimental

[

" condition. The assignment of grade 8 females to the School Store course ,
was biased in favor of the contro1 condi'tion. The pattern of. initial f -

4 o I

d1ffereroes for the other six groups was mixed 1noé\ating tngt no consisten’ .

-

. biases existed due to initial non-equivalence.

kY

Outcome Analyses

-~
-

- Compiete factorial analyses of oovariance were performed on the posttest
- - ' .
measures with course selection (Cross-Age Tutoring or School Store) grade,
sex, and condition (experimental or contro]) as factdrs 1n the de51gn The .

corresponding pretest was employed .as the covar1ate and the four-way inter-

action term was pooled with the\re51dua1. Drug Prob]ems and the hard gastance
invo]vement:sca1es were not analyzed due to limited variance'in most cells and
.heterogeneity problems. "—“/NQL\\ _

' ‘The results related to condition are summ;rized in Table 11. Significant
interactions'With_condition were obtained on five of the 27 measures: Acad
.Self, General Att, Hard Att, Hard Peer Att, and Pot Invo]ve.. On these five
measures the appropriate simple effects for condition were examined. On ewo
of these measures a significant-simp1e effect was found. A negative effect

‘was found on Hard Att, i-( 42) = 2.14, 2_< .05, for-fema1e°students As

compared to contro1 females, exper1menta1 females in both courses had 1ess

negat1ve attitudes toward hard substances (i.e., were more pro~drug) A

t

pos1t1ve effect was obtained for females in Cro§§.Age Tutoring, -t (27) -.3 04,

’ R < .01. As compared to their controls, fema]es assigned to Cross-Age Tutoring

Q : ‘ | . 39




perceived that their peers' attitudes toward hard §u’bstances,were more
negative, (i.e., anti-drug). On the other three measurés, none of the
simple effects for condition obtained significange. ° ‘

Because of inadequate power in the present s.tudy, the results were
also examin‘ed with the Type I error rate’set at‘.]Oi In:teractions with ;con-.
dition were obtained on six \addi.tional measu'res : Non-drug Prob, Péer Att
School, Pill Costs,‘éoft Peer Ai:t, Hard Peer .Use, and Cig Involve. Examina-r

tipn of the simple &ffects for condition did not reveal an intérpretali]e

pattern. ’ e
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TapLe 11
SUMMARY OF COVARIANCE ANALYSES FOR CONDI{!jON-RELATED TERMSZ
" Measure _BE _E - ExC ExG Exs . ExCxG ExCx$ ExGxS
Control Suc 13 1.47 <1 a2k o« - 1.65 <1
Control Fail .39 <1 <1 <1 -1.08 <] <1 <1
. Acad Self .60 1.06  1.73 <1 4.1 < . < 2.24
., Social Self . 1.08 <] <1 <1 <1 . <1 <] <] :
Affec Climate g9 <, < <i <1 <1 <1 a0 -
Att School 1,14« RS <1 <« <1 <1 <1
Peer Att Sthool .24 <1 <1 <1 <1 <1 3.07 2.15
- GPA . > .59 <1 - ' 2.35 <1 _ <1 - <1 ' 1.91 1.04
Unex Abs 57 <1 <1 <] - 1.19 <] <1 <1
Non-Drug Prob \1 <1 <1 <1 2.89 <1 <1 3.23
Knowledge .23 <1 1.62 <1 - 1.46 <1 <] <1
Gen Drug Att 77 <1 <1 <1 1:48 4.62% < . 2.49
Soft Att .68 <] <] <1 <1 1.51 <] L <1 .
Hard Att .65 1.34 <1 7 <] 4.66* 1.21 <] 2.14
Soft Peer Att .54 1.16 3.43 <1 <1 1.1 <] <1
Hard Peer Att .52 3.59 677 168 1.8 1.9 4.16% <1
Alc Benefits .60 <1 = <1 1.09 2.00 2.07 <1 <]
Pot Benefits .65 <1 <1 <1 <1 1.34 1.34 <1
‘Pi11 Benefits .43 <1 . <1 <« <] <1 . <1 . <] %
Alc Costs .61 <] <1 <1 2.40 © <« <1 <1
Pot Costs .67 1.03 a < <1 < 4.0 <«
Pill Costs .49 <] ’ <] <1 2.99 1.38 2.01 <1
.Soft Peer Use . ..32 <1 <1 1.22 <1 <1 1.72 <]
"Hard Peer Use .08 <1 <1 <] <] <1 2.88 <]
Alc Involve J2 . <] 1.85 <1 <1 <] <] <1
Cig Involve .72 <1 2.13 <1 2.93 1.59 <] <1
- Pot Involve g7 <] <1 1.26 8.33** <« <1 <]
%The values tabled are the F-ratios for the condition (E) main effect and the two- and
three-way interactions of condition with course selection (C), grade level (G), and sex (S).

The degrees of freedom for the error term range from 61 to 70 (Md = 67).

bB is the unstandardized regression coefficient.
*p < .05

5*2 <001 . 41




Discussion

_Participation in Crose-Age Tutoring or School Store had little impact
on students. A]thouqh a few effectsewere obtained, they were not hypothe-
sized, and they did not‘form an interpretable pattern Singe the students
Tiked both courses, the lack of positive effects was disagpo1nt1ng and X ’
puzz11ng Methodological 11m1tat1pns of the study and possqble weaknesses :

in the design of the courses may explain the lack of significant findings.

Statistical power was low due to the small sample sizes available in
the present study. To increase power we.e@glgzeg,aaaiysis of covariance
and examined the results with a liberal alpha level (p<.10) as well as a
more conventional one (p<.05). Even with the liberal criterion the hypothe- ~
sized pattern of effects was not found. Thus, the lack of effects does not
seem to be due to a lack of power.

The timing of data collection for the posttest p]aced a 11m1tat1on on N
the design. Many experimental students took the courses only during Fall .
semester. Thus, positive effects may' have been obtained, but dissipated by
the posttest which was coneucted late in the Spring semester. We beljeve
that if such short-term effects occurred, they were of 1ittle practical
importance.

The typical experimental student participated for a single semester,
and spent about.8% of his‘or her total school time in the course. Of this -/f_
time,.the student devoted about 20 hours to actual service delivery; this
level of treatment intensity or duration may not be suff1c1ent to produce

the desired effects. g
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To a Timited extent Cross-Age Tutoring and School Store were implemented
as intended by the Service 0pportunif}|node1. Both courses were voluntary,
reportedly pleasurable, and incompatible with intoxication. Students repor ted

that they had acquired practical skills with long-term value, and that they

had provided valued service to others. Nevertheless, the courses may have

failed to stimulate student commitment to their roles and responsibilities
as service'prov%ders.
Commitment is generally judged by the extent to which an individual

persists in an activity even though there are "costs" or other more promising

N\ .
o \j P o . o
.courses of action. There were same "costs" for participation in the Service

0pportun1t1es,,students in School Store were required to-give up_some of the1r
free t1me to work in the store, and tutors were expected to walk several
blacks to the1r.rece1v1ng schools. However, the "benefits” of these courses,
re]ativé t; other cburses, probably outweighed their "costs."* Each of the
courses' curricula could be masfered with little or no practice, and neither
course. required homework. Students who remained in the .courses were assured
of receiving course éredit. Also, tutors who complained of boredom were
assigned a different tutee. Therefore, persistence in the course éan be
expiained by reasons other than commitment. . —_-

Several aspects of the courses may have limited the students' invo]Qe-
ment in their roles. In Cross-Age Tutoring, students codp]ainéd that the
training they received was boring and repetitive. Perhaps the training was
not meaningful to Fhem because it was viewed as pe?iphera} to successful

tutoring; the training emphasized interpersonal skills rather than teaching

skills.- Fitz-Gibbon (Note 4) folnd that students perceived tutoring as a

43
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more serious and prestigious task when their training was prfmari]y oriented
toward cogniyive instruction and not social skills improvement. °

The curricula for both courses appear not to have been ch;11eﬁ§ing.
It has been suggested that self-satisfaction or pride can only develop through
confronting and mastering challenges {Szymanski, 1976). To the extent thé;
students felt unchallenged, they had no reason to take pride in themselves.
This could explain lack of positive findings for self-concept or’1ocus of
control. .

Although both courses successfully fulfilled many requirements of the
Service Opportunity model, they very iikely failed to foster adequate commit-
ment by the students. We believe that cannitment.is a necessary component of A

a Service Opportunity. Thus, assessiﬁb the potential effectiveness of this

prevention approach requires programs that can achieve a high degree of student

involvement in, and dedication to, the service provider role.

it
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